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Personliches

e CV
2004-2005 Visiting Professor UNO
Seit 1998 Professor fur Geoinformatik an der FH-Mainz
1995 — 98 Abteilungsleiter ZGDV
1991 — 95 Wissenschatftlicher Mitarbeiter ZGDV
1998 Grundung KMU health&media

13mainz Kooperative Leitung 20 wissenschaftliche

Kompetenz- 3D- Geo- Informations- |[[Wissenschaft-

zentrum Messtechnik nformations- technik liche
Weiterbildung

»Raumbezogene §¥§I§m§
Informations-
technik in den

Geisteswissen-

schaften*
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Personliches

e EU Erfahrung
Projekt Partner und Koordinator FP4
Evaluator seit 1999 im 5, 6 und 7 FP
Reviewer im 5. und 6. FP
Bereiche:
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Inhalt

» Hintergrundinformation
« Organisation und Ablauf im Uberblick

e |m Detall
Individual Reading
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Hintergrundinformation

 Funding decisions are based on peer review of research
proposals

e High quality evaluators are at the core of the system
Of course only those who have not submitted a proposal

* Over 50,000 registered in the database by the end of FP6
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Hintergrundinformation
Expert selection

 Basedon:
A high level of expertise
An appropriate range of competences

If the above conditions can be satisfied, then also:
Balance academic/industrial
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Hintergrundinformation
Einige Fakten vom 1. Call in ICT Themes

Evaluators | Male | Female 25 - 29 yrs 2
30 - 34 yrs 45

947 752 195 35 - 30 yrs 112

40 - 44 yrs 216

45 - 40 yrs 178

50 - 54 yrs 147

Consultancy firms BCO 87 €—— 55 - 59 yrs 108

Higher Education Establishments
International Research Centres
Jaoint Research Centre

MNon-research Commercial sector including SMEs

Non-research International Organisations
{Association of States)

Mon-research Private Non-profit

Non-research Public Sector

Others

Private /| Commercial Research Centres
Private Non-profit Research Centres
FPublic Research Centres
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Hintergrundinformation
Survey among evaluators (Oct. 2007 — Nov. 2008)

wWihat is wour current or most recent organization tYpe? -single choice reply- [Compulsory)
Requested records 1682

Higher Education Establishments [ [
Public Research Centres, among which International _35[]

Research Centres, among which Joint Research

Centres

Mon-research commercial sector - including SaE's, | T

amonz which Consultancy firms

Private f Commercial Research Centres -‘152
Private Mon-profit Research Centres | EH
Mon-rezearch Public >ector |
Ca other organizsation tvpe [(pleaze specify] .61
Mon-rezearch Private Mon-profit J14

Mon-rescarch International Organisations (Association I?
of States)

What is your gender? -single choice reply- (optional)

Requested records
fhale

Female
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Hintergrundinformation
Survey among evaluators (Oct. 2007 — Nov. 2008)

Wihat is your age group? -single choice reply- [Compulsory)
Requested records 16872
35-429 I,
50-59 I =
ower 60 [
under 35 -1|:|£l

DE EU tMember States single choice rephy- (optional)
Reaquested records 14F7F

France | B
Italy

Germany
United Kingdom
Spain

Greece
Belgium

Poland
Metherlands
Romania

Austria

Czech Republic
Finland

Portugal
Swreden
Denmark

Hurngary

Ireland
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Hintergrundinformation
Conflicts of interest

» Disqualifying COI
Involved in preparation of proposal
Stands to benefit directly
Close family relationship
Director/trustee/partner
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Hintergrundinformation
Independent observers

* Provides assurance that the process is fair
And can provide constructive advice

Not normally an expert in the scientific domain
concerned

» Their reports are made available to Programme
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Organisation der Evaluation

.. Individual
Submission .
reading

{Finalisation

~— Evaluators | Evaluators  — Evaluators ~ Final ranking
Full Proposal list

Role of experts
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Submission%

Full Proposal

Organisation der Evaluation

Eligibility checks
« Date and time of receipt of proposal on or before
deadline for receipt
Firm deadlines
 Minimum number of eligible, independent partners
As set out in work programme and the call
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» Hintergrundinformation
« Organisation und Ablauf im Uberblick
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Evaluation im Detall

Submission Indlvu;lual Finalisation
reading

~_ Final ranking

— Evaluators — Evaluators — Evaluators

Role of experts
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Evaluation im Detail
Individual reading

The evaluators first carry out individual readings
(May be done remotely)

The experts:

 Evaluate the proposal individually
without discussing with the other evaluators
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Evaluation im Detall
The criteria

 Three main criteria:
S&T Quality (relevant to the topic of the call)
— Concept, objective, work-plan
Implementation
— Individual participants and consortium as a whole
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Evaluation im Detail
Proposal scoring

e [Each criterion is scored 0-5

half-scores allowed

whole range should be considered

Scores must pass thresholds if a proposal is to be considered
for funding
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Evaluation im Detail
Interpretation of the scores

e 0: The proposal fails to address the criterion under
examination or cannot be judged due to missing or incomplete
information

« 1. Verypoor. The criterion is addressed in a cursory and
unsatisfactory manner.

. 2: Poor. There are serious inherent weaknesses in relation
to the criterion in question.

« 3. Fair. While the proposal broadly addresses the criterion,
there are significant weaknesses that would need correcting.

4.  Good. The proposal addresses the criterion well,
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Evaluation im Detall

Beispiel
Mittleres Proposal Sehr gutes Proposal Sghwieriges Proposél
S&T Quality 3 . S&T Quality 4,5 -\ S&T Qualpy 5

IMplemeptation 3 Implementation 4 plemgntation 2,5
Impact 3 . Impact 5 - Impa 4,5
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Evaluation im Detail
For each proposal:

May be “remote”

— s

oo

>
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Evaluation im Detail
Consensus Meeting

e Built on the basis of the individual assessments of all the
evaluators

« Usually involves a discussion
 Moderated by a commission staff-member

« Agreement on consensus scores and comments for each of the
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Evaluation im Detall
Consensus group and the Moderator

e Scoring is not a simple averaging process
‘Outlying’ individual scores need to be explored
« The Commission moderator “chairs” the discussion
provides information if necessary
does not contribute opinions

» Impartiality and informed neutrality
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Evaluation im Detail
Failure to reach a Consensus

« Start the Consensus Meeting with the assumption that an
agreement will be reached.
This should take no more than an hour (usually less, but also more)

 |f deadlocked, an additional evaluators (max 3) will be
invited to read the proposal
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Evaluation im Detail
Consensus report — key points

* The rapporteur is responsible for drafting the consensus report
(CR)
¢ Includes consensus marks and comments

@ The quality of the CR is paramount
It is not often changed at the panel stage

@ The aim is;
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Evaluation im Detall
The final Panel

» Key function is to ensure consistency
* Final marks and comments for each proposal
Evaluation Summary Reports (ESR)

— Based on the consensus report
Any new scores (if necessary) ... should be carefully justified

Clear guidance for contract negotiation




i 3 mainz

Submission%

Evaluation im Detall

Individual
reading

]

— Evaluators

— Evaluators

]

— Evaluators

Role of experts

{Finalisation

]

~_ Final ranking
list
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Evaluation im Detall
“Initial information” to applicants - Sending of ESR

« The Commission doesn’t change the ESR, except if necessary
to:

Improve readability

[Exceptionally] To remove factual errors or inappropriate
comments that may have escaped earlier proof-reading

e The scores are never changed
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Evaluation im Detall
Ethical Review

» Triggered by the experts or the Commission
* The Ethical Review will be carried out on the proposal submitted
No additional information will be requested

e The Ethical Review Panel discusses :

=1 The awareness of the ethical aspects and the social impact of the
research they propose
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Feedback von Evaluatoren
Survey among evaluators (Oct. 2007 — Nov. 2008)

How would you rate the quality of the evaluation overall? -single choice reply- [compulsary)
Requested records 1682
4 (= good) I, 100°
5 (= excellent) I
3 (= satisfactory] I ic
2 (= poor) kil
M/ & (if & question is not applicable) Is
-

1 (= wery poor)

Don't know (i y |If you have evaluated research proposals before for national or international research funding schemes, how do you rate the

overall quality of the EU process in comparison? -single choice reply- ([compulsory]

Requested records 1682

4 [= better) [ B3
B = very much better) [ EEN

3 (= similar in quality) I

M{& (if a question is not applicable) [ EEN

2 [= worse) Pas

Dor't knowe (if vou have no opinion) I43

1 (= very much worse) &

"I serve as an expert for many international evaluations (in US and Europe). My personal opinion is that
the EC evaluations are fair and well done"

"In comparison with other evaluation processes in which I have been involved (both mnational and
international) this one was outstanding and I think fully guarantees both impartiality and a high quality
evaluation"
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Feedback von Evaluatoren
Survey among evaluators (Oct. 2007 — Nov. 2008)

Requested records
ez, but remote individual only

Yesz, but remote individual only for certain specific
calls

Mo, not under any circumstances
Yes, remote individual and remote consensus

Dot knowe (if wou hawve no opinion)

Do yvou prefer remote evaluation? -single choice reply- (optionzl)

1682
[ 143
. 153

[ e
[ eE
| K

Requested records

4 [= sufficient time)

3 [= average]

2 [= too hittle time)

5 [= more than enouszh time])

1 [= totally insufficient time)

MfA [if a question i= not applicable)

Donm't knowe [(if wou have no opindion)

Did you have sufficient time for the reading and the individual evaluation of the proposals? -single choice rephy- (optional)

1682
I -
I 25

-5

| K

I24

15

0

IZfI-E3 Collaborative projects: which criteria did vou find most difficult o apply? -single choice rephy- (optionsl)

Requested records

Impact

Mo difficulty

Implementation

ST Duaality

F15

I =05
I 155
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Eigene Erfahrungen

o Evaluationsverfahren ist so fair es sein kann
» Keine Einflussname der Project Officers

* Professionelle Proposal Schreiber sind im Vormarsch

Erzeugen auf den ersten Blick gute Proposals auch fur ,heil3e Luft"
» Consensus Meetings sind wichtiges Instrument

Z.B. Kombination aus Technik und Anwendun
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Eigene Erfahrungen - Tipps fur Antragsteller

Den Antrag am Ende von EINER Person Uberarbeiten (Stimmigkeit;
,<aus einem Guss") lassen

keine Widerspriiche im Antrag

,Claim“ herausstellen (was will man machen)

Biographien verklrzen

Balancierte Konsortienzusammensetzung (Zusammenspiel)
Kontakt zur Kommission herstellen (Networking)

Arbeitsprogrammziele, Ausschreibungstexte und Evaluierungskriterien
lesen
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EU-Antrage an FHs ?

* Wichtiges Forderinstrument
Innovative Forschung
Internationale Kooperation
Nicht trivial

* Herausforderungen
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Vielen Dank fur die Aufmerksamkeit!




